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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed on 10/12/2005. 

2. The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hammack (U.S. 6,449,624) 
to claims 1-45 is moot in view of new ground(s) of rejection. 

3. Claims 1, 13, 16, 28, 31 and 43 have been amended. 

4. Claims 3, 7-8, 15, 18, 22-23, 30, 33, 37-38 and 45 have been canceled. 

5. Claims 46-48 have been added. 

6. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 9-14, 16-17, 19-21, 24-29, 31-32, 34-36, 39-44 and 46-48 are pending. 

7. Claims 13-14, 28-29 and 43-44 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C 1 12, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

8. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 9-14, 16-17, 19-21, 24-29, 31-32, 34-36, 39-44 and 46-48 stand finally 
rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hammack (U.S. 6,449,624) in view 
of Berg (U.S. 6,745,208). 

Response to Amendment 
Remarks 

9. The status identifier for claim 2 should be "previously presented". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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11. Claims 13-14, 28-29 and 43-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

12. Claim 13 recites the limitation "wherein mapping code is operable to map between said 
program configuration data and said XML data representation of said program configuration 
data" on lines 9-10 of the claim which is substantially the same limitation on lines 5-6 of the 
claim, which renders the claim indefinite. Applicant is required to delete either the limitation on 
lines 5-6 or lines 9-10 of the claim. 

Claim 14 is rejected for dependency upon rejected base claim 13 above. 

13. Claim 28 recites the limitation "wherein mapping code is operable to map between said 
program configuration data and said XML data representation of said program configuration 
data" on lines 9-10 of the claim which is substantially the same limitation on lines 5-6 of the 
claim, which renders the claim indefinite. Applicant is required to delete either the limitation on 
lines 5-6 or lines 9-10 of the claim. 

Claim 29 is rejected for dependency upon rejected base claim 28 above. 

14. Claim 43 recites the limitation "wherein mapping code is operable to map between said 
program configuration data and said XML data representation of said program configuration 
data" on lines 9-10 of the claim which is substantially the same limitation on lines 5-6 of the 
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claim, which renders the claim indefinite. Applicant is required to delete either the limitation on 
lines 5-6 or lines 9-10 of the claim. 

Claim 44 is rejected for dependency upon rejected base claim 43 above. 

aaim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 1-2, 4-6, 9-14, 16-17, 19-21, 24-29, 31-32, 34-36, 39-44 and 46-48 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hammack (U.S. 6,449,624) in view of Berg 
(U.S. 6,745,208). 

Per Claim 1: 

Hammack teaches a computer program product for controlling a computer to validate 
program configuration data (column 3, lines 37-47), said computer program product comprising: 
comparing code operable to compare an XML data representation of said program configuration 
data with data defining valid program configuration data; wherein, if said XML data 
representation does match said data defining valid program configuration data, then triggering 
code is operable to trigger a valid program configuration response (column 3, lines 41-46; 
column 12, lines 25-36; column 14, lines 34-47; and column 21, lines 33-49; The prior 
configuration version is interpreted as the data defining vaHd program configuration data.); 
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wherein mapping code is operable to map between said program configuration data and said 
XML data representation of said program configuration data; wherein editing code is operable to 
edit said XML data representation of said program configuration data to provide modified 
program configuration data to be validated (column 21, lines 33-49). Hammack does not 
explicitly teach a DOM data representation or to edit said DOM data representation. However, 
Berg teaches a DOM data representation (column 3, lines 44-57); and to edit said DOM data 
representation (column 4, lines 17-24). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the computer program product disclosed by Hammack to 
include a DOM data representation; and to edit said DOM data representation using the teaching 
of Berg. The modification would be obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to synchronize an object model to a DOM and vice versa (Berg, column 2, line 59 to 
column 3, line 21). 

Per Claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
program configuration data is one of operating system registry data specifying configuration 
parameters of an application program; program initialization data specifying configuration 
parameters of an application program; and XML data directly specifying configuration 
parameters of an application program (column 21, lines 33-49). 



Per Claim 4: 
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The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Berg further teaches wherein said data 
defining valid program configuration data is one of: XSD data defining a valid XML data 
representation; and DTD data defining a valid XML data representation (column 3, lines 55-57; 
DTD is inherent in parsing an XML document.). 

Per Claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
comparing code is part of an XML parser (column 21, lines 66-67 to column 22, lines 1-8). 

Per Claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
XML parser further provides vaUdation of XML data other than said XML data representation of 
said program configuration data (column 21, Hnes 66-67 to column 22, lines 1-8). 

Per Claim 9; 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
comparing code is executable by a program configuration managing computer and said valid 
program configuration response comprises sending validated program configuration data to a 
managed computer for use by said managed computer (column 14, lines 34-47). 



Per Claim 10: 
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The rejection of claim 9 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
validated program configuration data is sent from said program configuration managing 
computer to said managed computer as said XML data representation (column 14, lines 34-47 
and column 21, lines 33-49). 



Per Claim 11; 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
comparing code is executable by a managed computer which receives program configuration 
data from program configuration managing computer and said valid program configuration 
response comprises configuring a program on said managed computer using said validated 
program configuration data (column 14, Unes 34-47). 

Per Claim 12: 

The rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
validated program configuration data is sent from said program configuration managing 
computer to said managed computer as said XML data representation (column 14, lines 34-47 
and column 21, Unes 33-49). 

Per Claim 13: 

This is another version of the claimed computer program product discussed above, claim 
1, wherein all claim Umitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set 
forth above, including "receiving code operable to receive an XML data representation of said 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,424 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2191 

program configuration data at said computer" and "configuration code operable to at least one 
apply said program configuration data to said computer and retrieve said program configuration 
data from said computer" (Hammack, column 12, lines 25-36; column 14, lines 34-47; and 
column 21, lines 33-49). Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

Per Claim 14; 

The rejection of claim 13 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein said 
program configuration data is one of operating system registry data specifying configuration 
parameters of an application program; and program initialization data specifying configuration 
parameters of an apphcation program (column 21, lines 33-49). 

Per Claims 16-17. 19-21 & 24-29: 

These are method versions of the claimed computer program product discussed above 
(claims 1-2, 4-6 and 9-14, respectively), wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed 
and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also 
obvious. 

Per Claims 31-32. 34-36 & 39-44; 

These are apparatus versions of the claimed computer program product discussed above 
(claims 1-2, 4-6 and 9-14, respectively), wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed 
and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also 
obvious. 
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Per Claim 46 (new): 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Berg further teaches wherein the map 
includes a mapping between keys in an operating system registry to complex data types within 
said DOM data representation (column 6, lines 6-20). 

Per Claim 47 (new): 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Berg further teaches wherein values in an 
operating system registry are mapped to simple data types within said DOM data representation 
(column 5, lines 8-15). 

Per Claim 48 (new): 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hammack further teaches wherein an 
operating system registry is parsed to identify a plurality of keys and types for associating 
attributes with a plurality of different instances (column 12, lines 25-36). 

Response to Arguments 

17. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 4-6, 9-14, 16-17, 19-21, 24-29, 3 1-32, 
34-36, 39-44 and 46-48 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 
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a) However, Hammack merely suggests a comparison method enabling "a user to compare 
the differences between any two versions and return the process to a desired prior configuration 
version" (see col. 3, lines 41-46). Thus, it is noted that Hammack does not necessarily designate 
one version as valid and other as not valid. To this end, Hammack clearly does not even suggest 
applicant's claimed "comparing code operable to compare an XML data representation of said 
program configuration data with data defining valid program configuration data" (emphasis 
added), as claimed. 

Examiner 's response: 

a) The combination of Hammack and Berg clearly shows each and every limitation in each 
of the independent claims. Hammack is relied upon for the limitation "comparing code operable 
to compare an XML data representation of said program configuration data with data defining 
valid program configuration data" (column 3, lines 41-46; column 12, lines 25-36; column 14, 
lines 34-47; and column 21, lines 33-49; The prior configuration version is interpreted as the data 
defining valid program configuration data.). In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 16 
for rejection to the independent claims. 

Conclusion 

18. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poHcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a), 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi'om the date of this 
final action. 

19. Any inquiry concerning this communication from the examiner should be directed to 
Qamrun Nahar whose telephone number is (571) 272-3730. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mondays through Fridays from 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Y Zhen, can be reached on (571) 272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or processing is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



QN 

December 14, 2005 



